This paper examines the role of mixed and multi-level methods datasets used to inform evaluations of transitional justice mechanisms. The Colombia reparation program for victims of war is used to illustrate how a convergent design involving multiple datasets can be used to evaluate the effectiveness of a complex transitional justice mechanism. This was achieved through a unique combination of (1) macro-level analysis enabled by a global dataset of transitional justice mechanisms, in this case the reparations data gathered by the Transitional Justice Research Collaborative, (2) meso-level data gathered at the organizational level on the Unidad para las Victimas (Victims Unit), the organization in charge of implementing the reparations program and overseeing the domestic database of victims registered in the reparations program, and (3) micro-level populationbased perception datasets on the Colombian reparations program collected in the Peacebuilding Data database. The methods used to define measures, access existing data, and assemble new datasets are discussed, as are some of the challenges faced by the inter-disciplinary team. The results illustrate how the use of global, domestic, and microlevel datasets together yields high quality data, with multiple perspectives permitting the use of innovative evaluation methods and the development of important findings and recommendations for transitional justice mechanisms.
Introduction
The last decade has seen an intense debate among scholars and practitioners about the impact of transitional justice (TJ) mechanisms on societies making the transition from authoritarianism to democracy and/or conflict to peace. In these debates, transitional justice is often portrayed as sparse, ineffective, counterproductive, insensitive to local customs and sensibilities, or problematic in other ways. cohesion). Cross-national research, on the other hand, has been more concerned with the macro-effects of TJ mechanisms at the national level, for example, on human rights practices, democratization, and conflict, or at the international level. 4 But impact in these studies tends to ignore local effects. Cross-national research and where possible longitudinal survey research can also explore long-term effects, such as the impact of TJ mechanisms over a decade or more, as people's needs and priorities change, institutions develop, and local understanding of international norms shifts. Cross-sectional and longitudinal evaluations could foreseeably yield results that conflict with one another: a TJ mechanism may be found to respond to the needs of communities and be well-received by them, and yet not appear to have effects at the macro-national level, such as building peace or improving human rights practices. There is an additional, "meso-level" of research, which looks at the functioning of organizations within the state, for example an institutional assessment of truth commissions, courts, or reparations units. Such institutional assessments of TJ mechanisms are rare, however, as is research that incorporates two or more of these macro-, micro-or mesoapproaches.
Geoff Dancy makes a similar point, contrasting what he calls two general groups of perspectives on transitional justice, one consisting of those who highlight "top-down" or state-level goals, such as the consolidation of democracy or conflict resolution, and another which employs a "bottom-up" approach, including the individual's perception of justice. In particular, Dancy concludes that while one key purpose of macro-level impact evaluation is to explore causal claims and disputes, TJ evaluations "can and should produce knowledge that 4 See, for example, Kathryn Sikkink, The Justice Cascade: How Human Rights Prosecutions Are Changing World Politics (New York: W.W. Norton and Co., 2011), which explores how human rights prosecutions are changing world politics.
is not exclusively causal in nature."
5 Indeed, the same tension exists in survey research between methods concerned with measuring impact and those concerned with relational and interpretive questions. One of our claims below is that the use of mixed-method and multi-level research allows us to simultaneously pursue causal, relational, and interpretive knowledge about transitional justice.
The application of bottom-up and top-down research on human rights prosecutions shows that each approach yields findings that are both contradictory and complementary. Some cross-national research on human rights prosecutions has found them to be associated with improvements in core human rights practices, either alone or in combination with other TJ mechanisms. 6 But survey research with victims, as well as ethnographic research in transitional contexts, has been much more ambiguous about the positive effects of prosecutions and other TJ mechanisms. 7 For example, populationbased research by Pham and Vinck shows that respondents typically expect courts to bring about peace, arrest perpetrators and provide reparations, and thus that "unmet expectations and disenchantment will ultimately undermine the legitimacy of the courts in the eyes of the survivor." 8 The findings of both methods of inquiry reveal multiple truths that need to be taken into account when assessing the impact of At the core of our approach, we believe that different research methods are useful depending on the context and type of research questions. Moreover, different research methods should be seen as complementary rather than competitive. To illustrate the usefulness of this complementary approach, but also some of its challenges, this paper examines the role of mixed research methods and multi-level datasets to inform the evaluation of one specific TJ mechanism: the reparations program for victims of the Colombian civil conflict. The evaluation illustrates how a convergent design using multiple datasets was used to evaluate the effectiveness of a complex TJ mechanism. This was achieved through a unique combination of (1) macro-level analysis enabled by global datasets of TJ mechanisms, in this case the reparations data gathered by the Transitional Justice Research Collaborative; (2) meso-level data gathered at the organizational level by Unit for Comprehensive Attention and Reparation of Victims, or Victims Unit (Unidad para la Atención y Reparación Integral a las Víctimas, VU) the organization in charge of implementing the reparations program and overseeing the domestic database of victims registered in the reparations program; and (3) micro-level datasets on population perceptions of the Colombian reparations program, collected using the mixed-methodology of the PeacebuildingData database. These three components were conducted in parallel over a 10-month period in 2014-2015. Together these methods provided insight into the legal, political, social, economic, cultural, and technical aspects of reparations. The research, however, did not integrate all possible methods that can yield rich insight into human behaviors. Notably, our research did not include extensive ethnographic research, limiting some the ability to capture nuances in understandings of local expectations and experiences. At the same time, we acknowledge that this kind of multi-level mixed-methods research (MMR) design is resource intensive and might be difficult for individual researchers to replicate. However, we also find evidence that research collaborations are a more fruitful way to implement multi-method research. The Harvard evaluation shows that some of the challenges of MMR, especially when implemented by an individual researcher, 9 can be overcome through the collaborative team model.
The methods used to define measures, access existing data, and assemble new datasets are discussed, as well as the benefits and challenges of conducting such "phased" research. The results illustrate how the use of global, regional, and local datasets together yields high quality data, with multiple perspectives permitting the development of important evaluation findings and recommendations for TJ mechanisms.
Background of the Reparations Program in Colombia
The Colombian government established an ambitious reparations program in 2011. The reparations Law 1448 provides for "a set of judicial, administrative, social, and economic measures, both individual and collective, to benefit the victims who individually or collectively have suffered harm for events that occurred as of January 1, 1985, as a result of violations of international humanitarian law or of grave and manifest violations of international human rights law provisions, which occurred on occasion of the internal armed conflict within a framework of transitional justice, that make possible the effective enjoyment of their rights to truth, justice, and reparation with guarantees of non-repetition." The law, and subsequent presidential decrees and rulings by the Constitutional Court, called for comprehensive reparations measures including compensation, rehabilitation, restitution, satisfaction, and guarantees of nonrepetition. It took an expansive view of its temporal coverage, coordination of benefits, eligibility criteria for victims, and forms of reparation. It defined a broad set of beneficiaries including all possible injury types (e.g., physical, emotional, economic, and fundamental rights), a requirement of finding and registering those victims, and a set of benefits to which they were entitled, not just to repair tangible harms but to restore victims to full citizenship.
To coordinate and implement this comprehensive reparation program, the law created the VU to formulate, implement, and coordinate public policies at national and regional levels with respect to victims' reparations. Part of its mandate is to coordinate the National System for Attention and Comprehensive Reparation of Victims (Sistema Nacional de Atención y Reparación Integral a las Víctimas, SNARIV), an intra-governmental coalition of 39 national ministries, agencies, and units, and 13 governmental organizations charged with the formulation and implementation of plans, programs, and actions to promote the reparation of victims. The VU further provides advice and counsel to the Government on how reparations might best serve the interests of victims and protect them from exploitation. Furthermore, the VU endeavors to establish individualized "reparation plans" for each person registered as a victim of the armed conflict, known as a Plan for Comprehensive Attention, Assistance and Reparation (Plan de Atención, Asistencia y Reparación Integral a las Víctimas, PAARI). The PAARI results from a consultation with a VU staff person on the individual needs to be matched with the available services in their area that would help them move from a state of vulnerability to independence and self-reliance.
A multi-level, mixed-method evaluation was implemented between late 2014 and mid-2015 to evaluate the efforts of the VU to implement the comprehensive reparations measures called for in Law 1448: compensation, rehabilitation, restitution, satisfaction, and guarantees of non-repetition. This evaluation was requested by the VU and supported by USAID through a subcontract from Management Systems International (MSI) with our Harvard-based team. 10 The evaluation included three levels of analysis: (1) a macro-global benchmarking study comparing the Colombian program to other reparations programs around the world (known as Component 1); (2) a meso-institutional analysis of the VU's reparation and coordination functions (Component 2); and (3) a micro-examination of the implementation of reparation measures by the VU from the perspective of its beneficiaries, and more broadly, victims of the armed conflict (Component 3). The evaluation focused on the reparations function of the VU, with the goal of better understanding its implementation and highlighting opportunities for improvement.
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The use of this three-level research approach was designed to comprehensively assess the work of the VU in order to identify strengths, gaps, lessons learned and timely recommendations for the VU's continued work. Each of the components had an important place in the study in its own right. The international comparative study in Component 1 involved a macro-level analysis that examined the design of the Colombian reparations model in light of other historical cases worldwide and drew lessons from this comparison to strengthen the Colombian model for the future. Component 2's institutional assessment provided a meso-level analysis that diagnosed the VU's institutional capacity for (a) direct provision of individual and collective reparation measures, in accordance with its normative mandate and historical context, and for (b) inter-institutional coordination for reparations delivered to victims through the 10 The evaluation's funding was under the project title "Evaluation and Analysis for Learning" to the Carr Center for Human Rights Policy at the Harvard Kennedy School and the Harvard Humanitarian Initiative at the Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health. 11 Because the provision of reparations has not been randomized and because no baseline evaluation was conducted, this is not an impact evaluation of the VU's reparations function. We do, however, seek here to draw conclusions about associations between the VU's work and the observable variables captured in our quantitative and qualitative data. 
Research Methods for Each Perspective Component 1: Macro-Level Comparative Analysis
For the first phase of the Colombian Victims Unit evaluation, the macro-level perspective (Component 1) was undertaken through a process of "benchmarking," which compared Colombia's laws, institutions, and the results to date of the reparations program to other reparations programs around the world. For Component 1 we conducted a broad comparison of the Colombian reparations program with 45 other reparations policies in 31 other transitional countries in the world. We then undertook a more in-depth comparison of the Colombian program with policies in a reference group of reparations policies in five other comparable countries: Guatemala, Indonesia, Peru, South Africa, and Morocco. While no country matches Colombia in terms of the duration of its conflict, size of its victim population, and size of its reparations program, we narrowed down this list based on several key criteria: (1) transition type, (2) conflict attributes, and (3) reparation policy attributes. The final list of comparative cases was negotiated with the VU. The VU requested that we select cases that would provide "lessons learned" in terms of policy design, institutional features, and implementation. While this phase took approximately two months, we drew heavily on data that members of our team had already gathered, as we describe below.
Component 1 data was generated from three sources. The first source was the reparations data from the Transitional Justice Research Collaborative (TJRC). The TJRC is an international collaboration to produce a comprehensive database on TJ policies around the world, and to produce analysis of these policies using data from the database.
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Since 2010, the TJRC has collected data on a variety of legal and quasilegal TJ processes designed to reckon with past human rights violations following periods of political turmoil, state repression or armed conflict. The TJRC collects data on international, foreign and domestic criminal prosecutions; amnesty policies; truth commissions; reparation policies; vetting policies; civil trials for damages and customary forms of justice. The data cover all regions of the world from 1970 to 2013.
The first criterion for inclusion in the TJRC database is that the reparation policy is meant to address past human rights violations, defined as physical integrity harms limited to political and other extrajudicial killings, arbitrary or unlawful deprivation of life, disappearances, torture, and political imprisonment. The second criterion for inclusion is that a policy has to have broad coverage and coordinated benefits. Policies meant to address one-time events such as a single massacre, or civil trials for granting damages to specific individuals are not included in the reparations database. The database is focused on administrative reparations, where state policies seek to compensate, through a variety of measures, for specific types of violations and for various classes of victims, but without formal judicial proceedings to determine responsibility. The third criterion for inclusion is that the reparations policy must be official and domestic. Official policies originate through official state channels such as statesponsored truth commissions, legislation or laws, and executive orders or decrees. The database excludes cases where policies are recommended by official state bodies but never actualized through legislation, decree or other policy instrument. Domestic reparations policies are state policies that aim to compensate victims for harms perpetrated within its territorial borders. Thus, the database also excludes international reparations polices that originate in international organizations such as the United Nations (e.g., Iraq UN resolution 687 of 1991) and the International Criminal Court (e.g., Lubanga judgment of 2012).
Notably, Colombia was at first not included in the TJRC database, 13 which was originally designed to capture only those countries that have undergone transitions from authoritarianismColombia has remained democratic despite its long history of internal armed conflict.
14 This speaks to the challenges of narrowing the definition of TJ mechanisms while recognizing that the term has come to refer both to political transitions as well as the transition from war.
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Since that time, however, the TJRC database has been expanding to include all transitional countries both from authoritarianism to democracy and from war to peace.
In addition to the resources of the TJRC database, the second source for Component 1 was a review of primary documents such as laws, decrees and other official policy documents. A third set of sources included secondary documents such as academic books and 13 The TJRC database was expanded in 2014-2015 to include all countries of the world from 1970-2014. The database uses a filtering procedure which allows users to filter cases by regime type, civil war status, and transitional justice mechanism. 14 Although Colombia differs from most transitional cases due to its level of democratic development and other state-level attributes, Colombia has much in common with other states transitioning from civil war to peace. 15 Ruti Teitel refers to this conceptual expansion as the "normalization" of transitional justice. See Ruti G. Teitel, Globalizing Transitional Justice: Contemporary Essays (New York: Oxford University Press, 2014).
articles, reports and evaluations published by international and domestic non-governmental organizations, and evaluations published by international organizations.
Strengths and Weaknesses of the Macro Method
The strength of this research method was that it allowed the evaluation to appreciate unique features of the Colombian program that might not have been apparent without such a global comparison. The evaluation found, for example, that the number of victims the Colombian reparations program aims to serve is far broader and larger than any other reparations program, in both absolute terms and relative to population size. The VU uses a larger list of victimizing acts than any other country in the TJRC database. No other case in the database comes anywhere close to the number of victims already registered by the Colombian registry. The Colombian registry now includes more than 15% of the current population of Colombia; none of the other programs have registered or compensated more than 1% of their populations. In sum, Component 1 showed that there really is no genuine reference group for the reparations program in Colombia in terms of the absolute size of the number of registered victims. It also showed that the differences between the Colombian program and the other reparations programs are largely the result of the decision in Colombia to include displaced people in the reparations program and the huge size of the displaced population in the country. If displaced people were not included in the Colombian program, the number of the registered victims would be approximately 2% of the population, still twice the size of other large reparations programs, but somewhat more in line with the other large and complete programs in the database. Understanding these unique and challenging aspects of the Colombian program helped the evaluators to appreciate the dilemmas faced by the VU as it scaled up for an unprecedented task.
The weakness of this method was that it tended to focus on the formal and legal characteristics of the Colombian program, since this was easier to compare with the data on other reparations programs in the TJRC database. The data in the TJRC database are comprehensive but also relatively thin. This comparison led us to a generally favorable evaluation because the Colombian program in law and in its conception was so ambitious and comprehensive. However, this research method yielded relatively little understanding about how the reparations programs were actually being implemented, either in Colombia or in the other 44 programs in the database. To help compensate for these shortcomings, we later selected a reference group of five of the most comparable reparations programs in the database for a more in-depth comparison. Based in part on the request of the Colombian VU, the comparison group included other largescale programs in post-conflict countries, based on the criteria noted above: Guatemala, Indonesia, Peru, South Africa, and Morocco. Furthermore, Guatemala and Peru were selected based on similarities with Colombia, especially regional comparability. Indonesia and Morocco were selected to show different collective reparations models and enable a comparison between Colombia and states outside of the Latin American region. South Africa was chosen for its prominence in TJ and some similarities in level of democratic development before and during transition. The cases were also chosen due to high data availability. For this part of Component 1, we moved beyond the data in the TJRC database and conducted additional qualitative research on the five countries. This part of Component 1 was valuable in that it involved much more detailed and in-depth research using both primary and secondary written sources. We were limited, however, by the existing sources available to us; those for some countries were better than those for other countries. Nor did we have access to any interviews or survey data from the other five reference group countries.
Furthermore, a weakness of the macro method is in the criteria according to which variables and comparators are included or excluded from databases. As noted, Colombia has maintained a relatively strong democratic history compared to most other countries where TJ mechanisms have been used and for that reason was not originally included as a "TJ country." More generally, a weakness of any largescale TJ database is that it must necessarily simplify the coding in categories of mechanisms that can vary widely.
Nevertheless, the comparison with the reference group also clarified some of the successes and challenges of the Colombian program. For example, we learned the VU had been very efficient in delivering compensation to victims compared to other cases in our database. None of the other reference group countries have compensated so many individuals. Only Indonesia approaches the number of people receiving reparations in Colombia, but it has done so only through collective reparations that have both direct and indirect individual beneficiaries. Not only has the VU compensated more victims, but it has done so in a relatively short period of time. At the same time when we compared the number of individuals already compensated to the total size of the pool of victims, Colombia still faces a huge task to provide reparations for the individuals in its registry.
Ultimately, while the macro-level comparison confirmed the remarkable ambition of the Colombian program, the meso-and microlevel analyses were necessary to clarify what such ambition has meant in practice-both in terms of the capacity of the VU to live up to its mandates as well as the consequences for the program's reception by the public and victimized populations.
Component 2: Meso-Level Perspective: Institutional Analyses
Few TJ studies cross multiple levels of analysis. Even when they do, the meso-level is still often ignored. Yet the meso-level is home to the very institutions and interactions that we are interested in studying, in this particular case, the VU and the state institutional structure within which it functioned. For our purposes, understanding the institutional arrangements, normative systems, and interactions among various actors and institutions at this level of analysis was necessary to theorize about current and future policy implementation. Over the course of five months, Component 2 examined the VU's performance with regard to its two main institutional mandates: 1) the delivery of a set of reparation measures, specifically compensation of individuals and community level reparations, while also providing guidance and support to the reparation projects of other Federal agencies; and 2) the coordination of SNARIV, the interagency task force of 39 governmental units and entities that have a role in the provision of reparation measures, as set out by national legislation and presidential decrees.
For this evaluation, one reason that the meso-level was so difficult to analyze is that the VU is embedded in a complicated social system comprising victims, political entities and processes, and citizens. The preferences of these constituencies are often in conflict, putting the VU in the challenging and undesirable position of having to expend significant resources on seeking acceptable compromises.
We can think of this complicated social system in terms of both vertical and horizontal interactions that have to be analyzed and theorized. The vertical landscape stretches from individual victims interacting with local or regional officials-such as when individual victims make a declaration at the municipal level to begin the process of registration-up to the VU, which in turn, operates in a vertical position when interacting with the Executive. The vertical landscape also includes the VU's interacting with Colombia's departments and municipalities, as well as the donor community. The horizontal landscape primarily comprises the 39 government entities and 13 NGO allied organizations that make up the SNARIV. It was initially a challenge just to map the vertical and horizontal landscapes and understand how different entities in the network interact. Once mapped, the analyst then needs to understand how vertical or horizontal institutional arrangements constrain or facilitate the VU's implementation of the reparations policy.
We were able to take on this challenging meso-evaluation because of the mandate of the evaluation and the structure of the team largely made of Colombians with deep institutional knowledge of the Colombian government and of the political and legal environments, and many contacts in the central government, human rights community, and international donor community. 16 Although they have a variety of expertise, such as strategic management or government budgeting, all are trained in evaluation methodology and generally follow the guidelines and standards typical of, for example, the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) at the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD).
The composition of the C2 team strengthened the evaluation for several reasons. Across components, the Harvard team was seen as independent and autonomous. This increased the credibility of the analysis and recommendations. The VU and the Government's broader transitional efforts are affected by wide-scale mistrust of the general population toward the State. Furthermore, independence was especially important for C2 because we analyzed and eventually made recommendations about politically sensitive subjects that dealt with political and economic resources. Whereas Harvard brought greater independence, the MSI consulting team brought a closeness to the subject matter that enhanced the validity and usefulness of the analysis and recommendations. This was achieved through a variety of mechanisms. The MSI consulting team allowed us to regularly involve key stakeholders in our analysis including VU leadership, VU management and various stakeholders in the territories. Due to their proximity to the VU headquarters in Bogota and their strong relationships with VU leadership, the MSI consulting team was able to observe and sometimes participate in VU operations and meetings as well as have quick access to important primary documents. The importance of having access to a diverse set of primary documents, such as human resources information on organizational arrangements and staffing, national planning documents, internal budgets and forecasts, programmatic information, and registry data cannot be overstressed. Without these data, our analysis would have been incomplete and most likely erroneous. Finally, the MSI consulting team also served as interlocuteur, helping the Harvard team contextualize data and develop more useful insights and recommendations. In some cases this kind of intermediary might not be necessary, but in currentday Colombia, where the political and legal landscape is ever changing due in part to the ongoing peace negotiations, we benefited from weekly briefings. At the same time, since the Harvard team had more distance, we were able to ask certain questions and see particular issues that were not always obvious to researchers on site.
As evaluation specialists, the MSI team worked mainly from the perspective of evaluation research. Evaluation research is a form of social science research, but it differs from research where the main goal is causal inference and theory-building. The main goal of evaluation research is the systematic gathering, processing, and assessment of information to provide useful feedback about, in this case, a policy. Evaluation utilizes many of the same methodologies as other more traditional social science research. However, a key difference is that an evaluation takes place within a political and organizational context and it often requires group skills. The diverse group skills, abilities, management experience and political "savvy" allowed us to implement a complex multi-methods research design (MMRD) using multi-level combinations (Figure 1 ):
Figure 1: MMRD and Multi-Level Combinations
Overall, component 2 yielded unique insight into the strategies and functioning of the reparation program. One of the main findings is that the VU needs to develop more effective strategies and tools to help prioritize their work. We found strong evidence that suggests the VU does not have a consistent, transparent, or actionable prioritization strategy. For example, the VU used hundreds of key performance indicators (KPIs), developed by the central government, to evaluate its progress and ask for resources through various planning instruments. The multitude of performance indicators made it difficult not only for the evaluators, but also for middle-and high-level managers within the VU to develop programs and allocate resources due to the number of goals and lack of within-unit guidance on which goals to prioritize. This also highlights the need for increased engagement by the central government through the SNARIV Executive Committee-the intergovernmental advisory committee tasked with helping the VU set priorities. We make a strong recommendation that in order to "scaleup" the reparations program, the Executive Committee needs to meet regularly and frequently in order to set and oversee priorities in collaboration with the VU. Once priorities are set, the VU should make public the rationale for these prioritizations. We argue that increased engagement at the highest level of government; increased public communication explaining the rationale for who and what has been prioritized; and increased engagement between the VU and victims to ex-ante inform the prioritization strategy and ex-post reduce the risks of dissatisfaction will enable more efficient and effective policy implementation.
Strengths and Weaknesses of the Meso-Method
Collecting multi-level combinations of data strengthened C2. We were able to collect a wide variety of data from different sources in varied contexts. When data converged, we could be confident that our findings were not biased, for example, by our data sample or our instruments (e.g., interview guide or survey). When data did not converge, we had to either collect more data or qualify our reporting.
While data collection was one of the strengths of C2, data processing and analysis were more challenging. From a data processing perspective, the quantity of data produced was paralyzing. Almost all of the primary documents and collected data were in Spanish, which added another layer of complexity for a largely English-speaking research team. We also lacked an efficient data management system where raw and processed data were efficiently catalogued and shared within the C2 team and across the other component teams. Such a large research team as we used in C2 was also expensive and would be difficult for most researchers to replicate. Since the VU had requested the evaluation, we had unprecedented access to VU staff and reports. Such access is often not available to TJ field researchers. Also, there was sometimes a mismatch between the number of researchers providing primary research and those doing analysis. In the classic sense of too many trees making it hard to see the forest, the large amount of data generated by the C2 research team sometimes made it difficult to see the big picture of VU institutional functioning. It is also important to recognize that Colombia is not like other conflict cases in that it is not difficult to find highly skilled, well-educated local partners. Colombia has a strong university system and there are very smart, knowledgeable people available to work with as local partners. This is likely not the case in a host of conflict states.
From an analytic perspective, it was difficult to gain analytical traction without a theoretical footing. For example, when we identified critical gaps in territorial implementation, we were reluctant to bring in the theoretical work of political scientists focused on institutional weakness in transitional democracies. Yet, that literature would have helped us make sense of spatial variation in policy implementation. We were reluctant to bring in such a theoretical perspective because data collection, processing, and analysis were focused on identifying the critical gaps between inputs, outputs and desired outcomes rather than necessarily developing explanations for why or how those gaps emerged and were sustained. 17 In retrospect, we could have benefited from more explicitly processing and analyzing data using the relevant theoretical lens. It is also possible that data from C2 could have helped develop hypotheses or a theory of change that would be beneficial to measure at the end of the program.
Component 3: Micro-Level Perception Datasets
Component 3 (C3) of the evaluation examined the VU's implementation of reparation measures from the perspective of the general population, victims of the armed conflict and the program's beneficiaries. To achieve its objectives, the study used a convergent mixed-methods design, gaining a comprehensive understanding of the 17 The C2 evaluation strategy was based on a management-oriented systems model. In particular, the MSI team used the Logical Framework to guide data collection, processing, and analysis. The Logical Framework focuses on identifying critical gaps between inputs, outputs, and desired outcomes. effects of reparations through the combination of (1) qualitative data from key informant interviews and focus groups and (2) quantitative data from surveys conducted among randomly selected individuals. While consultation with the VU and stakeholders on the research methods and instruments was conducted in the beginning of the project, data collection and analysis was conducted over the course of five months toward the end.
The qualitative component used interviews and focus groups with selected groups of victims to describe and explain the perceived effects of reparations, the mechanisms behind those results, and the nature of barriers to success. With focus groups, the evaluation team gathered perspectives, opinions and experiences with the declaration and reparation processes. Qualitative methods also provided important insights into Colombia's unique situation of compensating victims while the conflict is ongoing. Where focus groups were not possible, in-depth interviews were used. Field team members were instructed to cover the themes in the interview and focus group instruments completely, but also to probe for understanding the themes from various perspectives.
For our quantitative research, in the absence of baseline data to compare individuals' perceptions and experiences before and after the receipt of reparations, we undertook a comparative assessment among three groups: the general population, people registered as victims of the armed conflict, and people registered as victims of the armed conflict who have received compensation.
General population-random multi-stage cluster sampling procedure: At the first stage, a random sample of 40 municipalities was selected from a list of all municipalities in the country, proportionate to population size.
18 At the second stage, eight blocks (in urban areas) or rural zones were randomly selected in each municipality. In each selected block or zone, interviewers used a random geographic method to select a dwelling,
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and a random alphabetical method to select one resident of the dwelling to respond to the questionnaire. Interviewers interviewed an even number of men and women per block so as to preserve gender parity in the sample. The sample size for Bogota was 150; the sample size for all other 39 municipalities was 30, for a total target of 1,320 interviews.
Registered Victims-multi-stage cluster sampling procedure: At the first stage, 30 municipalities were randomly selected from a list of all municipalities, proportionate to the population of registered victims residing in each municipality, using an anonymized database of victims likely to be contactable 20 provided by the VU. At the second stage, unique identifiers (anonymized) were selected using a simple random selection procedure. The anonymized identifiers were provided to the National Consulting Center (CNC, Centro Nacional de Consultoría), a private research firm contracted by our funder for the project, which contacted the selected individuals for interviews. The minimum sample size was 30 registered victims per municipality (60 in Bogota), for a total goal of 930 interviews. 19 Interviewers used a standard method to select a corner of the block to start, from which point they selected one household per side of the block to conduct the interview (on blocks with four sides, which are the majority). On blocks with three sides, two interviews were conducted on the longest of the three sides. On very small blocks (fewer than 16 households) or where the quota of interviews could not be completed, interviewers proceeded to the block diagonal to the selected block. To select a household, interviewers started at the first residence on shorter sides and the third residence on longer sides. Once a residence was selected, interviewers made a list of all eligible residents of the dwelling (18 and older), regardless of whether they were home or not and selected the first name according to alphabetical order. 20 Victims were considered contactable if the VU had confirmed or updated their contact information within the last year using other available databases. Repaired victims-multi-stage cluster sampling procedure: Sampling for the repaired victims followed the same procedure as the registered victims. The VU provided an additional database of registered victims who had received compensation payments and thus were considered partially "repaired". For this sample, only those who had received compensation payments directly from the VU were eligible. The minimum sample size was 30 repaired victims per municipality, for a total goal of 900 interviews. The most common experience of violence among the population of registered victims of the armed conflict was displacement (84%). However, relatives of victims of homicide or disappearance were prioritized by the VU for compensation. As a result, victims of these specific crimes are over-represented in this sample, in comparison with the overall experience of violence among conflict victims in Colombia.
Component 3 (C3) sought to answer a number of research questions from beneficiaries' perspectives. In general, we sought to capture victims' self-reported perceptions of the program's various reparations measures and to identify what have been the successes and difficulties in gaining information about, accessing and participating in the program. More specifically, we sought to gauge the program's successes and challenges in terms of social cohesion and what the VU defines as "transformative" reparations: overcoming moral, emotional, and physical damages and contributing to socioeconomic stabilization. Because this is a state-based program, and because attitudes toward the state and its role in the conflict vary quite dramatically in Colombia, we also sought to measure victims' and citizens' confidence in the state and perceptions of the rule of law in Colombia, and to analyze their relationship to the reparations program. Finally, because Law 1448 outlines both individual and collective reparations measures, we included a qualitative component in C3 to identify the effects that "collective victims" (including ethnic groups or institutions such as schools) report with respect to participation in the diagnosis of damages, the formulation of a collective reparations plan, the strategy for rebuilding social fabric, and the implementation of collective reparations plans.
With such in-depth questions, and without the ability to measure causation through randomized treatment, the C3 team designed a multi-methods approach that would let us (a) draw relational (i.e., non-causal) comparisons among beneficiaries of reparations, victims in general and the general Colombian population and (b) interpret these trends in conjunction with in-depth, qualitative data. In addition, there are subsets of questions relevant to (a) members of the general population who self-identified as victims, (b) registered victims, and (c) repaired victims, which allowed us to look more closely at these subgroups in the analysis.
Strengths and Weaknesses of the Micro-Method
The clear strength of the micro-level analysis, by examining both the perceptions and the impact of the reparations program from the beneficiary's perspective, is that it yields data on indicators of the ultimate effectiveness of the program: whether it is reaching its intended beneficiaries and having the desired effects of providing them with a sense that the State is committed to repairing the harms they experienced and, ultimately, of affecting their lives. And while surveys are constrained by the limitations of self-reported data, as noted below, they do allow for both direct and indirect measurement of complex concepts. To gauge victims' confidence in the state, for example, we were able to ask directly about how the reception of compensation had made respondents feel about the state as well as how they feel about specific state-based institutions, unrelated to the receipt of reparations. Our comparative design, in turn, then enabled us to look for variation between those who had received reparations and those who had not.
Furthermore, studies of TJ are rarely able to collect fully representative data on the victim population, especially on a scale like that of Colombia's. Even rarer are studies that can simultaneously collect nationally representative data to which these data can be compared. Only through large-scale quantitative research can researchers capture the trends, magnitudes, and relative proportions across entire populations and sub-populations. This is increasingly important for the study of TJ, as countries develop large-scale reparations programs for large swaths of their populations.
Finally, another key strength of this component is that it has collected both qualitative and quantitative data. While the quantitative element allows for understanding of trends, magnitudes, and relative proportions, the qualitative data provides in-depth contextual data. For instance, in the qualitative interviews respondents noted that they thought the state's current system of prioritizing victims for reparation was random or based on luck. In the quantitative survey, two-thirds or more of the three sampled populations said that those most in need should be prioritized (Population (Pop.) 68%, Registered (Reg.) 70%, Repaired (Rep.) 66%). There was also support among the three populations, especially repaired victims, for a "first-in-first-out" scenario (Pop. 10%, Reg. 12%, and Rep. 19%). There was some support for a system of prioritization based on the victimizing act (Pop. 16%, Reg. 17%, and Rep. 13%). Still, the clear preference was for a system of prioritization based on need (defined in the survey as "vulnerability"), and the qualitative results suggested that beneficiaries do not perceive the current system as taking this approach. Indeed, this is not the approach currently followed by the VU.
One clear limitation of the micro-level perspective is that it relies on self-reported data, the reliability and validity of which may have been affected by a number of factors, including inaccurate recall of past events, misunderstanding of questions or concepts, reactions to the sensitive nature of the questions, and intentional misreporting (e.g., for socially unacceptable answers). Though we minimized such risks through careful development and piloting of the questionnaire to make the questions sufficiently clear and to reduce potential bias, it is not possible to account for how respondents were influenced by these factors.
Furthermore, while a population-based survey often uses random sampling and thus arrives at a more representative sample, surveys of specific populations that require a list of names, such as the list of victims who had registered and who had been repaired, depend on two factors. First, they are dependent on the quality and completeness of these lists. The Colombian Victims Registry, however, openly acknowledges that its lists are incomplete-on the one hand because there are in fact a number of different lists that have been collected over the years and are now being consolidated, and on the other hand because of the extremely high percentage of displaced victims, whose contact information may change often. Second, surveys of listed populations are dependent on the ability to find those who are randomly selected. This was hard to do for similar reasons: victims' contact info can be out of date, especially for displaced individuals and families who may be forced to move frequently. As with the C2 team, however, we worked with a very capable team of Colombian survey administrators from the CNC. The CNC compiled a list of randomly selected respondents, made phone calls, and was able to complete almost all the interviews we needed for our sample.
Ultimately, the collection of micro-level data in conjunction with the meso-and macro-analyses described above was very beneficial not only in interpreting our data, but also in drafting the initial survey instrument and in crafting tailored policy recommendations to the VU. One clear finding from the comparative analysis of C1, for instance, was that there can be an ambiguous relationship between administrative reparations programs, which do not include judicial proceedings, and justice, particularly in contexts where the state bears some responsibility for violence. In Guatemala, for instance, the administration of reparations payments without any judicial proceedings, according to one case study of a Mayan community, seems to have exacerbated victims' sense of injustice. perceptions of justice vis-à-vis the reparations payments they were receiving, especially since such payments are the VU's primary obiligation in terms of providing reparations (in contrast to its coordination role). We found that among a broad range of both positive and negative emotions, victims most often said they felt sad upon receiving their compensation checks, particularly those who had lost loved ones to the conflict. Moreover, two-thirds of repaired victims responded that the payment had not delivered justice when asked about their sense of justice.
In terms of our policy recommendations, we therefore stressed the importance of providing victims with the psychological and social support they likely needed in addition to compensation. We also stressed the importance of strategizing about how the VU might at least help victims arrive at a partial sense of justice by, for example, coordinating with Colombia's National Center of Historical Memory and some of the truth-seeking work they are pursuing. We also used the C2 findings related to institutional capacity and coordination to stress the importance of the VU's helping victims fully understand the reparations program and reparative process. Partly as a result of poor coordination, we concluded, beneficiaries of reparations are conflating reparations with both humanitarian assistance measures and other state-based subsidies for victimized populations (for displaced families, for example). Better coordination and messaging is needed, therefore, to ensure that victims not only receive compensation but understand their specific significance as reparations and not just another state subsidy.
Conclusion: Benefits and Weaknesses of Multi-Methods Research on Transitional Justice
The evaluation of the reparation program in Colombia provided a unique opportunity to implement a multi-level analysis at the macro (international policies), meso-(institutional), and micro-(population) levels. Each of the research methods employed for the Colombian Victims Unit evaluation had its own strengths and weaknesses, but undertaken together, simultaneously and by a coordinated team, they served to assemble a comprehensive picture of the Colombian reparations program from the perspective of its place in the global TJ context, its institutional functioning, and its ultimate responsiveness to the population it was set up to serve.
Component 1 focused primarily on the formal and legal characteristics of the Colombian reparations programs in comparison to others around the world; it did not result in an understanding of how the reparations program in Colombia was actually being implemented. Component 2 provided an incredible wealth of detailed information about the institutional framework, which was still quite formal and legal. The organizational charts and the flow charts describing the formal processes did not always capture the nature of how power and influence worked in the Colombian bureaucracy. Component 2 began to reveal the political issues and economic constraints the VU faced in trying to carry out its mandate. Some C2 research also went deeply into the local level, as members of the research team visited collective reparations programs and saw how it was being implemented in practice. Component 3, finally, complemented the first two by providing insight on the beneficiaries' and the general population's perceptions about the reparation programs and how it has impacted them from a self-reported perspective, according to a variety of complex benchmarks: social cohesion, attitudes toward the state, moral and physical wellbeing and socioeconomic stabilization. Taken together, the evaluation results provided invaluable insights and information to the government and the VU on how to revise their program activities to achieve greater efficiency and efficacy, as well as achieve greater impact with regards to alleviating the physical and psychological harm.
The need for a comprehensive approach renders pointless any debate about the most appropriate research methods by which TJ underexplored at this time. Due to time and staffing constraints, we were unable to thoroughly analyze all of the collected data and look for all convergent and divergent findings. One possible shortcoming of our evaluation is that we focused much of our discussion and feedback on convergent findings rather than on divergent ones. Furthermore, the challenges of working across multiple disciplinary fields also presented themselves, but we think they made both the research process and the product richer.
The combination of multi-methods research design and the parallel format maximized the opportunity to triangulate findings. For example, in Component 1 we categorized the Colombian reparations policy as one of the most complete and complex in the world. 25 In Component 2, we found that different aspects of the VU's management practices were overly complex. In Component 3, we found that repaired victims were often confused about who provided reparations and what benefits and services counted as reparations, as assistance, or as subsidies. Although each component used different data sources and focused on a different level of analysis, a consistent finding across components was that the VU had to do more to simplify its interpretation and implementation of the policy
The three levels of data combined to guide the formulation of recommended changes in program implementation, both from the policy and the institutional levels, to achieve great efficiency and effectiveness in the ultimate delivery of reparations to the beneficiaries. The issue of prioritization of victims provides a clear example of how the three research streams were each important in formulating the evaluation's final recommendations. Component 1 highlighted the ambitious nature of the reparations program in Colombia with its commendably broad eligibility criteria and resulting large number of registrations. However, through the meso-level, institutional analysis macro-, meso-and micro-analyses comes with the inevitable differences that exist between academic fields. As we have noted, TJ problems are simultaneously legal, political, social, economic, cultural, and technical. Our team combined researchers with backgrounds in public health, sociology, political science, business administration, and evaluation. Agreeing on common definitions and approaches, therefore, was always challenging. This, however, also forced those involved to confront their assumptions and approaches to make the research methods fully attuned to the problems under investigation and not, as can happen, vice-versa. Moreover, while our team and methods were multi-disciplinary, we were not able to utilize all methods that are useful for research in transitional contexts. Notably, we did not incorporate ethnographic methods, which are valuable for uncovering the complex and often hidden cultural layers of transitional justice and, as Kimberly Theidon writes, "moving beyond the black and white of statistics to explore the grey zone that characterizes the complex realities of a fratricidal war." 27 Furthermore, this was a resource-heavy project, with significant resources dedicated to travel and staff hours at both Harvard and at MSI in Colombia. Our first component drew on data that had already been gathered, cleaned, and analyzed by the TJRC team with funds from a separate grant. Both the funds required for such an ambitious project as well as the in-country capacity on which we drew raise relevant questions about the project's replicability. Through MSI, we were able to work with staff with expert knowledge of the VU and Colombia's legal context. For Component 3, the VU provided our team with a database of all recipients of reparations, which CNC then spent significant time calling and tracking down to interview. Other countries undergoing "transitional" processes may likely not have similar internal capacity to support what was a relatively are the result of a study led by a multi-disciplinary team and implemented by several actors working in coordination. We believe that the multi-level approach merits future adoption in relation to other TJ processes and measures. This would not only strengthen those individual processes and measures by providing evaluative data and enhancing learning about the effectiveness of transitional justice, it would also serve to improve and refine each research methodwhether macro, meso or micro-and the means of using all three simultaneously.
